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Abstract 
The Mentoring for Effective Teaching (MET) program aims to facilitate understandings and 
skills for advancing mentoring and teaching practices for preservice teachers. The paper 
outlines the key findings from the MET program, including findings related to: (1) the 
mentor-mentee relationship, (2), mentoring pedagogical knowledge practices, and (3) 
providing feedback to the mentee. Each part of the paper presents a model synthesised from 
the research, which can be used as a visual guide for faciltiating effective mentoring 
practices.  
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Introduction 
Australia has produced many reform recommendations (e.g., Commonwealth of Australia, 
2007; Masters, 2009) claiming that teaching and teacher education must change to improve 
educational opportunities. We will present about our studies within the Mentoring for 
Effective Teaching (MET) program including: (1) forming and sustaining the mentor-mentee 
relationship, (2) desireable mentee attributes and practices, and (3) mentor's attributes and 
practices (as a five factor model), particularly pedagogical knowledge and feedback. The 
research (Hudson, 2010) shows that mentoring by teachers in schools with their preservice 
teachers (mentees) is varied in both quality and quantity. The MET program aimed to 
address the reviews into teaching and teacher education by partnering with key stakeholders 
who could enact these changes.  The DEEWR grant provided the resources and expertise to 
design and facilitate the MET program. It has now an ongoing effect where there are more 
than 1200 MET facilitators trained to further provide professional learning within Australian 
schools. This had an exponential effect. For example, one MET facilitator Deputy Principal 
conducted this two-day voluntary program with 18 teachers over a weekend. They have now 
established their own mentoring PLC within the school where staff meet once a month to 
advance their mentoring (and teaching) practices aligned with current reform 
recommendations. This paper focuses on mentoring for effective teaching and the auctioning 
university-school engagement through a Department of Employment, Education and Work 
Relations (DEEWR) grant. The Mentoring for Effective Teaching (MET) program aims to 
facilitate understandings and skills for advancing mentoring and teaching practices for 
preservice teachers. The paper will outline the key findings from the MET program, 
including: (1) the mentor-mentee relationship, (2) mentoring pedagogical knowledge 
practices, and (3) and providing feedback to the mentee. 
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1. The mentor-mentee relationship 
The mentor-mentee relationship is formalised within school experiences (e.g., practicum and 
internship) when the mentor accepts a mentee to work within the mentor teacher’s classroom. 
However, this professional-personal relationship varies considerably between mentors and 
mentees from highly supportive to laissez-faire or ad hoc approaches (O’Brien & Goddard, 
2006). These relationships can be “highly functional to highly dysfunctional, with most 
occurring in between” (Gormley, 2008, p. 45). Indeed, there are “complex interactions that 
constrain and promote these relationships” (Bradbury & Koballa, 2008, p. 2143). However, 
there is strong evidence that the quality of the relationship is underpinned by the mentor’s 
and mentee’s personal and professional qualities (Rippon & Martin, 2006), along with the 
developmental levels of skills and practices (Hall, Draper, Smith, & Bullough, 2008) and the 
classroom and mentoring context. The relationship is essential as it can assist the mentee’s 
psychosocial development (Hansman, 2003). Mentor’s personal attributes includes: being 
supportive, being comfortable with talking, being an active listener, instilling positive 
attitudes and confidence in the mentee, and having the personal qualities for the mentee to be 
willing to reflect with the mentor (Hudson, 2006). These qualities can assist in building the 
mentor-mentee relationship. Analysis from eight MET programs (approximately 25 to 30 
participants in each program) where participants (n>200) wrote their responses on how 
mentors can assist to form the mentor-mentee relationship indicated distinct mentor actions 
for facilitating this process. Responses were collated into themes (Creswell, 2014). 
Participants (n=55) claimed that a two-way sharing of experiences for learning about each 
other would initially help to form the relationship. Forming the mentor-mentee relationship 
appeared to have respect and trust at the centre of this two-way interaction (Figure 1).  
 
 
Figure 1. Model for forming the mentor-mentee relationship 
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Sharing personal information between the mentor and mentee and demonstrating 
professionalism were surrounding theme for sustaining the relationship. It was indicated that 
a supportive relationship necessitates mentor actions such as attentive listening, thoughtful 
risk-taking endeavours, and sharing of information and resources to guide the mentee around 
effective pedagogical practices. Outlining expectations of each other’s role were considered 
essential towards forming the relationship (see also Bradbury & Koballa, 2008).  On-going 
mentor support, sharing of teaching practices and resources with collaborative problem 
solving were further actions claimed to further develop the relationship. Both parties need to 
be aware of the personal-professional actions that can aid in forming a successful mentoring 
relationship (see Hudson, 2013c).  
 
2. Mentoring pedagogical knoweldge practices 
Pedagogical knowledge practices will be presented as the conceptual framework. Figure 2 
outlines pedagogical practices for teaching in the classroom and will be summarised in the 
following three paragraphs as the framework for this study (see Hudson, 2004, 2007, 2010, 
2013a). Effective teachers are well prepared with their timetables, teaching plans, resources, 
and knowledge of what, when and how to prepare for teaching (Tankersley, 2010). The use of 
teaching strategies allows the teacher to structure learning environments appropriate to the 
age, level, type of lesson, and content knowledge (Lingard et al., 2001). Content knowledge 
is crucial for teaching any particular subject matter in the classroom (Ball, Thames, & Phelps, 
2008) and a teacher’s content knowledge can be a predictor of student achievement (Hill, 
Rowan, & Ball, 2005), consequently, the importance of a preservice teacher having content 
knowledge before teaching cannot be undervalued. Problem solving aligns with Schön’s 
(1983, 1987) reflection-in-action with the notion that changes are made when in the process 
of teaching that aim to facilitate more effective learning. Furthermore, classroom 
management can be a priority issue for preservice teachers (Burton, Weston, & Kowalski, 
2009).  
 
Teachers guide their students’ learning through astute questioning that considers the students’ 
learning levels and needs (Tobin, 1987). The mentor’s knowledge of how to structure a 
lesson (e.g., stimulating introduction to the topic, the body of the lesson presents a hands-on 
activity, and the lesson conclusion capitalises on determining student learning of the topic 
through verbal, written, pictorial or other forms of communication) also considers the student 
context to assist the mentee’s teaching. Learning must be assessed to determine students’ new 
understandings from what was taught (Jarvis, McKeon, Coates, & Vause, 2001). An effective 
mentor will show how pedagogical knowledge practices are interconnected, including 
assessments for teaching and learning (e.g., Tankersley, 2010). Finally, every mentor has 
experiential viewpoints about teaching that can add value to the mentee’s learning 
experiences (Hobson et al., 2009). These viewpoints can include personal teaching 
philosophies that underscore the teacher’s practices; hence sharing viewpoints about teaching 
can provide mentees with insights into pedagogical practices unique to particular contexts. It 
should be noted that differentiating the curriculum and addressing students’ needs (e.g., 
Leavitt, 2007) underpins the pedagogical knowledge practices outlined in Figure 2.  
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There were 26 females and 1 male with 18 of them aged between 30-49 years and 5 older 
than 50 years of age. Only 3 were between 22-29 years of age. All had mentored more than 
one preservice teacher previously with 24 who indicated they had mentored more than 5 
mentees with some more than 20 mentees. Six participants had been employed in teaching 
between 6-10 years and 20 participants had worked in the education system for more than 10 
years. There was one participant only who had worked in the education system for less than 6 
years. These participants were taken through the MET program with an expectation that they 
will facilitate this program in their own schools, as a train-the-trainer model. As a result of 
this study, subsequent MET programs were condensed to two days for school implementation 
with considerable success (Hudson & Hudson, 2011). The strategies articulated by the study 
participants for mentoring pedagogical knowledge to preservice teachers during their 
professional school experiences (see also Hudson, 2013a) are presented through the 
conceptual framework (Figure 2). 
 
Figure 2. Pedagogical knowledge conceptual framework 
As indicated in previous works (Hudson, 2013a), mentors outlined strategies for developing 
preservice teachers’ pedagogical knowledge practices. There were several or more practical 
strategies suggested for each mentoring practice associated with pedagogical knowledge. 
Some strategies aimed to dig deeper into the practice while other strategies provided a 
broader perspective. For example, mentoring strategies associated with a big picture view of 
planning for teaching included showing examples of the mentor’s teaching plans (e.g., 
teacher’s program) with the interconnecting tiers of planning (e.g., class, school, state and 
national plans). Strategies for deeper learning about planning included co-planning and 
reflecting verbally on planning with the mentee by deliberating on the specific learning needs 
of students. It was clear that school students were at the centre of these pragmatic mentoring 
strategies, as each pedagogical knowledge practice had varied strategies that focused on 
students. To illustrate, classroom management strategies focused on providing students with 
clear expectations through existing school policies, implementation strategies honed in on 
student learning styles, and assessment strategies brought forward authentic assessment 
techniques relevant to student learning (see Hudson, 2013a). 
5 
 
Table 1. Summary of Strategies for Mentoring Pedagogical Knowledge Practices 
Pedagogical 
practices 
Particular strategies for pedagogical knowledge practices Strategies 
applicable to 
all practices  
Planning Levels of planning 
(e.g., school, state, 
national curricula) 
Planning approaches 
(e.g., show examples, 
templates) 
Collaborative 
planning 
Student contexts  
 
Differentiated 
learning 
 
Mentor 
modelling of 
practices 
 
Mentor 
articulation of 
practices 
 
Allowing mentee 
to experience 
practices 
 
Reflection on 
practices 
 
Interactions with 
other school staff 
 
Links to other 
pedagogical 
knowledge 
practices 
Timetabling  Syllabus allocation 
requirements 
Theory behind 
timetabling subjects 
Other impacts (e.g., 
duties, extra 
curricula) 
Preparation  Location of resources  Flexibility with 
resources 
Managing resources 
Teaching 
strategies 
Varied teaching 
strategies 
Inclusivity of teaching 
strategies 
Experimenting with 
teaching strategies 
Content 
knowledge  
Content knowledge 
from syllabus and 
research 
Validation of current 
knowledge 
Rehearse articulation 
of content knowledge 
Problem solving Explanations of 
problem-solving 
techniques 
Pre-emptive thoughts 
in a range of contexts 
Assessed risk taking 
for solving problems 
Classroom 
management 
Policies, planning, 
proactive and 
preventative 
Expectations and 
behaviour 
management systems 
Enthusiasm for the 
subject 
Questioning 
techniques 
Levels of questions 
(e.g., Bloom’s 
taxonomy) and 
variations of strategies 
Rationalising 
questions 
Directing questions 
equitably for 
assessment 
Implementation Physical classroom 
environment 
Lesson structure, pace 
and timing  
Inclusion of prior 
knowledge 
Assessment  Syllabus links and 
success criteria 
Rationale for 
assessment (e.g., 
learning tool)  
Types of assessment 
and record keeping 
Viewpoints Philosophies of 
teaching 
Socio-political, socio-
cultural  
Reading/interacting 
with an open mind 
NB: Strategies for mentoring pedagogical knowledge practices in Table 2 were indicated by 
one or more mentors and agreed upon by the whole group (see also Hudson, 2013a) 
 
3. Providing feedback to the mentee 
Feedback is intended to stimulate reflection on practice (e.g., Schön, 1987). Researchers 
(Harrison, Lawson, & Wortley, 2005) explain how mentors need to be “methodical in 
bringing about critical reflection on practice” (p. 288). Harrison et al. outline that the 
mentor’s questions can guide the mentee towards enhancing pedagogical practices and that 
any personal interpretations need to be carefully scrutinised for bias. Oral feedback is more 
accessible and easier to deliver after a mentor observes a teaching episode (Sempowicz & 
Hudson, 2011), while written feedback provides a more formalised process of reporting back 
to the mentee. Yet, mentors report that their feedback to mentees is variable (Hudson, 2010); 
although professional development in mentoring may overcome some of the apprehensions in 
providing constructive criticisms to mentees and increase the overall quality of this mentoring 
(Timperley, 2001). Some educators (Kimball, 2002; Lock, Soares, & Foster, 2009) suggest 
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multiple mentors to observe and provide feedback on a mentee’s teaching practices. There 
appears many facets to teaching that a mentor could observe.  
 
In this study, 24 mentors observed a final-year preservice teacher through a professionally 
video-recorded lesson and provided written notes for feedback (see also Hudson, 2013b, 
2014). They observed the lesson for a second time and focused their feedback on the 
preservice teacher’s questioning only. Findings showed that the mentors’ written feedback 
varied considerably when open-ended observations occurred. However, there were fewer 
items when they focused on one teaching practice (i.e., questioning), which also provided a 
deeper analysis of this specific practice. Research is required around the domains of 
observation (i.e., visual, auditory, and conceptual), observations of specific practices, and 
methodological approaches for observing and collecting data about a preservice teacher’s 
practice. Figure 3 outlines the positive feedback provided by these mentors within the three 
domains.  
 
 
 
Figure 3. Three dimensions of observation (Hudson, 2013b) 
 
The findings demonstrated variability in mentors’ recorded observations for providing 
feedback with no two mentors’ records being the same (see Hudson, 2014). Such variability 
of observations warrants a multifaceted approach (Tillema, 2009) with a community of 
mentors to be utilised for observing and providing professional opinions on preservice 
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teachers’ practices. Feedback from independent mentors may help the mentee to determine 
commonalities in mentors’ feedback and prioritise areas of significance for pedagogical 
development. The findings in this study imply that quality feedback needs to come from 
multiple perspectives where mentors can verify opinions (e.g., Kimball, 2002; Lock et al., 
2009). As a preservice teacher is allocated to a classroom for a block of time (e.g., four 
weeks), there can be multiple opportunities for a mentor to enlist colleagues for their opinions 
on the mentee’s practices. Multiple perspectives can assist mentees to reflect on the 
commonalities of mentor responses within the observational dimensions (viz: visual, auditory 
and conceptual) towards indicating a reality (Hudson, 2013b, 2014).  
 
Conclusion 
The three sample studies presented in this paper outlined the mentor-mentee relationship, 
mentoring pedagogical knowledge and providing feedback to mentees. A key part of the 
mentee’s learning will be about learning how to develop positive relationships, which can be 
modelled and facilitated by the mentor. Mentors supporting mentees implies a trusting and 
respectful relationship, and regardless of subject areas. The second study outlined strategies 
that can be used by mentors to facilitate mentees’ development of pedagogical practices. 
Mentors and mentees must discuss pedagogical knowledge practices to ensure they are on the 
same page for the mentee’s development of effective practices. A differentiated mentoring 
curriculum would be flexible with a vision and clear aims for achieving state and national 
teaching standards appropriate to the mentee’s level of proximal development. The third 
study showed the variability of oral feedback, having more than one mentor providing 
feedback on a preservice teacher’s pedagogical practices may begin to present a more 
balanced view on the mentee’s performance.  This has implications for universities as they 
can guide the mentoring process to include a community of mentors as part of expectations 
within mentees’ school experience programs. Each of the three studies (relationships, 
pedagogical knowledge and feedback) present ways in which mentors can further assist their 
mentees’ development of teaching practices.  
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Table 1: Mentors’ (n=24) positive feedback on the mentee’s lesson 
Positive Feedback ∑ 1* 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 
1
1 
1
2 
1
3 
1
4 
1
5 
1
6 
1
7 
1
8 
1
9 
2
0 
2
1 
2
2 
2
3 
2
4 
Teacher movement  15                         
Aims/goals 12                         
Questioning 12                         
Preparation 11                         
Monitoring groups 11                         
Time management 10                         
Students’ names 10                         
Clear instructions 9                         
Behaviour management 9                         
Previous lesson revision 8                         
ICT (visuals) 7                         
Prior knowledge 5                         
Hands-on activity 5                         
Praising students 5                         
Inquiry approach 4                         
Lesson structure 3                         
Clear voice 3                         
Paraphrasing 2                         
Content knowledge 1                         
Literacy text  1                         
Use of whiteboard 1                         
Enthusiasm  1                         
Checking for 
understanding 
1                         
∑ per mentor  10 3 7 7 7 6 9 9 7 5 6 4 8 4 7 3 4 5 5 4 4 8 5 7 
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* Mentor. Grey shaded area signifies the mentee’s strongest area as determined by that mentor’s observation. 
Table 2: Mentors’ (n=24) constructive criticisms about the mentee’s lesson 
Critical feedback ∑ 1* 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 
1
1 
1
2 
1
3 
1
4 
1
5 
1
6 
1
7 
1
8 
1
9 
2
0 
2
1 
2
2 
2
3 
2
4 
Complex instructions 12                         
Tempo of lesson (rushed) 5                         
Instructions before 
moving 
4                         
Checking for 
understanding 
4                         
More student input 4                         
Unclear aims/goals 3                         
More “wait time” 3                         
Teacher movement 2                         
Lesson structure 2                         
Voice tone/volume 2                         
Called student “mate” 2                         
Paraphrasing 2                         
Vocabulary scaffolding 2                         
Questioning 1                         
Discussion time 1                         
Assessment 1                         
Whiteboard work 1                         
Language usage (e.g., 
gonna) 
1                         
∑ per mentor  1 1 2 1 3 1 2 4 4 2 4 1 3 1 2 2 1 4 2 1 2 4 2 2 
* Mentor
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